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ABSTRACT
The Bigger Picture: Wrongful Conviction Documentary Thematic vs Episodic Framing
Alecsandra Vac

True crime documentaries have gained popularity in the past decade, but those focusing on
wrongful conviction cases have been on the rise (Doughty, 2018). Advocates against wrongful
conviction, such as the Innocence Project, have been utilizing entertainment media to increase
awareness on the issues present in the criminal justice system. However, the framing of wrongful
conviction causes and cases (ex: focusing on extreme accusations of police misconduct and
intentional forensic evidence tampering) could lead to a bias in how the viewers understand how
miscarriages of justice occur. The primary research question being investigated here is, how are
these advocacy-recommended documentaries being framed? Utilizing framing theory
surrounding media and the methods that wrongful conviction documentaries implore to gain
sympathy from viewers, I hope to see to what extent these documentaries could be influencing
public perception on causes of wrongful conviction.
The study was completed by using content analysis on documentaries recommended by
the Innocence Project, in which primary focus is on wrongful conviction narratives. By utilizing
content analysis, characteristics of the documentaries were analyzed based on what is included in
its screening. These characteristics include crime committed, race/sex of offender, causes that led
to wrongful conviction, number of cases covered, and if information on wrongful conviction is
analyzed. My hypothesis is that these documentaries are framed with more episodic frames,
which could lead to misconception of causes/circumstances regarding wrongful conviction. By
such framing, viewers might misunderstand the systemic issues that lead to these miscarriages of
justice and hinder advocacy strategies for education, correction, and prevention.
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A man in an orange jumpsuit writing a letter on torn paper, states “The reason I’m
writing is to ask, can you help me?” Dramatic orchestra music plays in the background as the
scene switches to other inmates pleading for help, lawyers criticizing the courts, families
outraged at the failure of justice. These scenes make up the trailer for Netflix’s show The
Innocence Files, where they go over eight cases of wrongful conviction in the United States
(Anon 2020). This documentary-style show is one of many sources of entertainment that has
used the issue of wrongful conviction for their focal point. Other popular examples include the
likes of Making a Murderer (Anon 2015), Serial Podcast: Season One on the case of Adnan
Syed (Anon 2014), The Confession Tapes (Anon 2017), and the film “Just Mercy” based off
Bryan Stevenson’s book of the same name (Stevenson 2014).
Without a doubt, all these examples have created impactful discussions on wrongful
conviction. While these sources of entertainment have led to some citizens demanding change in
the legal system, there is speculation on how such a change can be implemented in a way to
lower false conviction rates. For example, viewers of Making a Murderer petitioned the White
House to release Steven Avery based on evidence presented in the documentary series. However,
their understanding of the processes of exoneration are lacking (a pardon for Avery would have
to be issued at a state level) and while it can be seen positively that viewers are demanding a
change for this case, the question remains; are these same viewers being given the information
on how systemic issues have not only possibly wrongfully convicted innocent individuals, but
also describing the actual processes of exoneration?
The primary research questions in this study are if these shows depict processes in the
criminal justice system (specifically on the exoneration process and/or investigations), what
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cases/defendants are being chosen to be shown, and if complete/accurate descriptions of the
cause(s) for the miscarriage of justice are being explained. The concern on adequate descriptions
links directly to if these sources of media create a discussion on how to correct the errors that
lead to a failure of justice on an institutional level or if blame is placed on individual levels (with
no attempt to examine or correct systematic errors). To examine these depictions, I completed a
content analysis of 11 documentaries that were recommended by the Innocence Project (a
national organization that fights against wrongful conviction, with chapters in most states) and
examined this purposive sample to evaluate the framing perspective and theorize the possible
impact on viewers.

The Effect of Media
Implications that media has had on crime has been the subject of study for both
criminologists and sociologists. Media is seen as a primary source of information in many
American households and holds the power to shape key values, schemas and norms. James Bank
and David Maxon explore this intersection stating,
Of particular interest is how the multiplicity of electronic media communications plays a central
role in this construction (as cultural products). Exploring the ‘story’ of crime and its control as
told by the numerous mediated texts and images that create, recreate, reflect and refract the latemodern world is a core component of the cultural venture. (2013)

Kathryn A. Doughty explores the power that media holds in cultivating viewers with
cultivation theory as applied to true crime documentaries. Cultivation theory was termed by
George Gerbner, who focused on the effects media played upon the public. According to this
theory, the media shapes the reality that individuals see and their views about the world around
them, with an emphasis on how individuals with high levels of exposure to television tend to
gradually adapt their own views on issues around the constant messages their selected shows
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depict (Gerbner, 1976). Doughty uses this theory in highlighting how the exposure from
television begins before the belief formation, based on that information (Nabi and Sullivan, 2001
as cited by Doughty, 2018). This is stating that individuals are audiences to television media and
depending on the messages that media exhibits or argues, media influences the beliefs that the
audience forms. While there may be opinions or beliefs that audiences have before engaging
with television, television has a way of implanting certain ways of thinking.
It can be suggested that the cultural meaning that has been placed on crime and
miscarriages of justice have also been cultivated by true crime media being consumed on a
regular basis. How the public views crime, agents of the state, and these failures in the criminal
justice system, can be connected back to how the media has depicted each of them on screen. In
relation to this research, the messages that films surrounding wrongful conviction implant are of
key importance, as those messages continue to define the issue and its causes.
One such implantation is how a character is portrayed in a TV show and how that
determines if the audience will sympathize with them, which is also important for documentaries
that are recommended by advocacy groups. These advocacy groups want the main protagonist
(the convicted defendant(s)) to be seen as sympathetic and to get across the information that
wrongful convictions do occur, even in a system that most Americans might believe is fair and
just. Such sympathy-inducing methods were discussed Stratton’s study of wrongful conviction
narratives in a popular weekly television broadcast (2013). Stratton described that when
defendants are the primary protagonist, their “survivor narrative immerse audiences into the lives
of unique individuals whose life stories represent broader allegories of struggle” (2013). The
survivor narrative is focused on a narrative surrounded in trauma that the protagonist has endured
and overcome. Their story of tragedy and endurance makes them the key focal point, especially
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in how they recover from the events. When these sympathy inducing plights are given by
seemingly innocent defendants and further investigation of how the criminal justice system has
‘failed’ these defendants, the two narratives work together to change the public perception of the
case (2013). The audience sympathy and outrage that someone had to experience this
miscarriage of justice could affect how the audience forms beliefs on not only wrongful
conviction, but the entirety of the criminal justice system.
However, Stratton also argues that these individuals are seen “as victims rather than
heroes and thus their experiences are established as justice being served”. The victim of
wrongful conviction being utilized as the main protagonist can pull more viewers in with their
“survivor” narrative, but at the end of their tale, the risk of being seen as a case closed is high
and thus impacts the advocacy for institutional reform (2013). Their story of tragedy and
endurance is met with sympathy, but their story of recovery is seen as done once they are
exonerated. This is ignoring the continues struggles that the individuals experience trying to
rejoin society and continue their lives. Such narratives could add to wrongful convictions cases
being a “rarely” occurring issue that is solved with the appeals and exoneration process, rather
than a deeper look at systemic issues that continue to allow wrongful conviction to occur.
Another focal point of media consumption is that media is determined by viewership,
with constant pressure to obtain high viewership. These various entertainment sources align
themselves to what the public finds interesting and, as seen with the uptick in wrongful
conviction true crime media, there is a pressure to keep audiences entranced. Jeff Ferrell makes
the argument that as the media uses crime and the construction of crime for sources of
entertainment, the viewers are only “offered selective images and agendas” (1999).
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Therefore, the documentary may focus on certain types of narratives or cases, in a very
reductive fashion, focusing on the extreme and supporting public narratives of crime and the
criminal justice system, rather than the reality (Golob, 2017). Such narratives usually include
backgrounds of violent crimes (murder, sexual assault, child sex abuse, etc.) and outrageous
investigation or trial occurrences (examples being official misconduct where police blatantly
misuse their power or where evidence/statements are withheld from defense). We see this is
Making a Murderer where his second conviction is said to be caused by the police framing him
for trying to sue the state for his exoneration for the first crime he was convicted of. The message
“The truth will haunt you” flashes on screen, already trying to draw emotions from the viewers,
while giving a narrative of outrageous events. There can be faults when focusing with such a lens
for extreme violence/misconduct and reducing an already simplified overview of justice
processes. Countless studies have shown that media perpetuates the belief of exaggerated
violence occurring in society, as well as the functions/procedures of the criminal justice system
(Grabe and Drew 2007. Dowler, Fleming & Muzzatti 2006. Smolej & Kivivuori, 2008. Watson,
2017).
These media depictions become what society views as the ‘norm’, leaving out the full
story or reality. An example of this is the CSI Effect. One study focused on a sample of students,
which showed that students who watched a high level of crime shows were more skeptical of
forensic evidence but were also more self-assured in their verdicts during a mock trial
(Schweitzer and Saks, 2007). While faulty forensics are seen as a key reason for wrongful
conviction, the automatic skepticism or expectation of forensics could lead to
doubts/expectations in real cases. This creates a dilemma for advocacy-based documentaries, that
if the narrative is showing or explaining only a small part of the larger issue, viewers can be
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biased in their understanding. This bias can lead to viewers only scratching the surface of what is
occurring that allows for wrongful conviction. Limitations or episodic framing narrative can
create an absence or reluctance of seeing the full scope of systemic issues and the key points
central for advocacy.

Episodic vs Thematic Frames
In media analysis, a prime sociological factor is how the media frames its narrative.
Gamson and Modigliana defined a frame as “a central organizing idea or story line that provides
meaning to an unfolding strip of events weaving a connection among them (1987).. Nelson and
Kinder build on this, stating that frames are “the construction of the issue,” a basis for how one
should interpret, understand, and react. The framing itself “shapes the public understanding of
the roots of contemporary problems and the merits of alternative solutions (1996). The way in
which the public might understand an issue within their society can solely depend on the way
that issue has been framed within the constant media they encounter, whether this media be
through films, articles, cartoons, radio, etc. Nelson and Kinder also emphasize that the frames are
more than simply the positions or arguments surrounding a certain issue, but that the frames also
are constructions of the issue. The framing is what introduces the issue, its causes, the ways in
which the audience should think of the topic and even recommending how to correct the issue
brought forth through the frames (Nelson & Kinder, 1996). While sociology has highlighted a
number of different framing techniques, episodic and thematic framing are connected in regard
to media effects and are the key rhetorical devices that I use within this research. Iyengar’s work
examined how the use of episodic and thematic framing in persuasive messaging affected the
emotional responses of the audience and those reactions from audiences were crucial in linking
the frames and policy views of the audience (1991). By focusing on these two types of framing, I
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look at how use of one over the other affects the construction and understanding of the issue at
hand; in this piece, the issue being wrongful conviction.
Episodic frames focus on individuals and their experiences, usually offering a specific
example that fits within the bigger issue. Usually this is seen with a case study or certain
events/circumstances. Such examples could be when a community is struck by some event
(whether it is a natural disaster, economic issue, etc.), the news program will often find one
individual or family to interview and explain the situation through this one case. Another
example could be explaining unemployment rates by depicting someone who is unemployed,
telling their story. Journalists and advocacy groups may utilize episodic frames as they believe
these frames are more sympathetic to audiences (it is simpler for a viewer to connect to one
individual and their story, rather than a mass amount of people that are being affected) (Gross,
2008). It is a way for these writers/groups to bring viewers into the story and be more
emotionally engaging, sparking anger, outrage, sympathy, etc.
Thematic framing looks at the ‘bigger picture’, what causes these experiences to occur
and the trends within a broader scope. This framing usually relies on giving statistics or overview
of the entire issue. To relate back to the previous example of showcasing unemployment, a
thematic frame could include the audience being shown a graph of unemployment rates from
state to state or unemployment rates throughout history. While this type of framing does give
more information on the issue at hand and the broader scope of the issue with its effects on more
than just one individual, the extent of which thematic framing brings forth emotional responses is
small compared to episodic (Gross, 2008). In an effort to gather more emotional responses from
viewers, we see coverage of news and issues taking on more episodic framing, but this limits the
audience from seeing the full extent of said issues.
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In relation to wrongful conviction, if the framing is purely episodic, it could not give the
entire scope of information needed on issues that cause wrongful conviction. However, if
thematic frames are being utilized (more research and overview of wrongful convictions as a
whole, displayed), the public can gather the primary information to help work out the systemic
issues, but it could leave the audiences lacking the sympathy or emotional push to engage in
advocacy.
Iyengar also explored thematic vs episodic framing in news coverage, arguing that
episodic framing in the news led to viewers moving their attention from societal responsibility
and believing that everyone is responsible for their own circumstances or that these
circumstances are rare (1991). Golob suggests that this media that focuses on episodic framing
could also be “distorting audience's perceptions of the criminal justice system by leading them to
believe such cases are isolated instances of injustice” (2017). The audiences, given episodic
framing of a case, could see the circumstances that led to the conviction of an innocent
individual as a once in million chance, or a series of bad luck rather than the product of issues
within the criminal justice system.

Wrongful Conviction in Media
For decades, the media that focused on true crime that highlighted the deviance of defendants or
those accused of crimes. Media centered on the crimes committed by an individual to another
individual and the processes of investigation/prosecution by the state and its agents. True crime
is an increasingly famous genre, with psychotherapist, Kathleen Clark stating that it provides
escapisms and gives viewers a false sense of being able to understand the criminal and how they
operate, creating an illusion of safety (Barth, 2021).
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However, a shift occurred in the early 2000’s. DNA exonerations and dissatisfaction with
government led to criminal justice media focusing on wrongful convictions (Zalman, Larson &
Smith 2011). The media shifts with what the audience is interested in and how many views they
obtain; with the intrigue of wrongful conviction, the media started highlighting stories of such
nature. Since 2011, there have been a rise in viewers wanting to see reexamination cases,
including cases of wrongful conviction, as well as a shift from looking from at cases to looking
at the supposed criminals’ narratives (Doughty, 2018). The extent of this popularity can be seen
with Making a Murderer, where a third-party poll found that season one alone averaged more
than 19 million views within the first 35 days of its release on Netflix (Lynch, 2016).
Such popularity for the wrongful conviction genre within true crime relates back to the
actual occurrence of wrongful convictions. While a current rate of wrongful convictions in the
United States is not known precisely, it is estimated that around 3-6% of convictions are
wrongful convictions within the United States (Zalman & Norris, 2021). What seems to be more
startingly is the National Exoneration Registry nearing almost 3,000 exonerees, which only
covers those that have been exonerated completely by the state or federal government (such
cases not including plea deals, revoking sentences, or other claims of innocence) (2022). This
continued rise of exonerations and the stories from those wrongfully convicted have enticed
viewers into watching, whether to learn about the case or how miscarriages of justices occur.
However, as a source of entertainment, this type media needs the extreme to bring
viewers in and advocacy groups utilizing these sources want as many viewers as possible. When
crime content is shown through media, there is a focus on violent crime (even if this is causing
distortion of the reality of crime) because society is infatuated with these stories of tragedy
(Callanan, 2012). Therefore, when the shift occurred where individuals were interested in the
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cases of wrongful conviction, the media grabbed onto the stories with the utmost tragedy. Some
major cases can then be left out of the narrative. If focusing on serious crime such as murder and
rape, lower end crimes are not being discussed when the injustice is equally as great. With these
shows possibly focusing on sensational cases of extreme violence (murder, sexual assault, etc.),
certain wrongful convictions in crimes such as drug possession, can be overlooked. The National
Exoneration Registry’s annual report for 2020 shows that while the majority of exonerations
were in homicide crimes (64 cases), the second highest exoneration rate by crime type was nonviolent crimes (25 cases for drug crimes and 10 for other non-violent crimes) (2021).
There is also not only a focus on cases of extreme violence, but also cases with
outrageous official misconduct or faulty investigation. In Making a Murderer, the trailer
mentions police misconduct on an extreme level as well as state retribution. The extreme is on
display to gather views, but it is also forming negative opinions on the individual agents of the
criminal justice institution. It is turning these specific people, who were perceived as protectors
in previous true crime years, as wicked perpetrators who are using the law to get away with
deviance. By doing so, the docuseries could be placing an assumption that there are just a few
bad agents of the law in the system and that is why miscarriages of justice occur, rather than the
bigger issues at large (systemic inequality, low resource funds etc.).
One of the key topics in many wrongful conviction media representations and in Making
a Murderer, is where police interrogations are seen as faulty. In studying interrogation, most
investigators are shown to be using the Reid method. This method is used in almost every U.S
state with two thirds of police departments using it in training, as well as various countries in
Europe, Asia, the Middle East. Canada and the U.S Military Law (Gallini 2019). The method is a
9-step technique. It is broken into two parts; an interview where the suspect does most of the
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talking and detectives attempt to find cues to gather if the suspect is guilty, followed by
interrogation where the detectives talk the majority, to gather more information to confirm guilt.
Gallini, who set focus on the interrogations in the Brenden Dassey case (one of Making A
Murderer’s ‘protagonists’), investigated the Reid method by attending a class on which it was
taught to detectives. He questioned his Reid instructor on why this technique could cause so
many false confessions,
“He explained that it's not the technique, but rather how investigators use it. He commented that
investigators get themselves in trouble by cherry-picking from the interrogation steps or, worse,
jumping into an interrogation without first conducting an interview” (2019).

There is no denying that the Reid system does what it is intended to do (get confessions), but like
any other weapon a police officer carries, it can be misused. Dassey’s case empathized this
possible misuse and the case study is now used in classrooms to further educate on the proper
way to interrogate, but this is not brought up in the Making a Murderer series. The audience is
made to view the investigators as an evil entity, who is purposefully trying to trick Dassey. They
have been placed in the villainous or antagonist role. While the investigators might be in the
wrong with how they conducted the interrogation, they followed the Reid technique. If viewers
had been shown about the technique, would they still have this conception of the officers being
villainous or would it shift to the Reid technique being faulty? Instead of showing the errors and
highlighting the system changes that are taking place to correct said errors, the show creates a
black/white narrative; a good protagonist and an evil antagonist. Journalist, Kathryn Schulz
spoke about on these very issues:
"Making a Murderer" [. . .] is far more concerned with vindicating wronged individuals than with
fixing the system that wronged them. The series presents Avery's case as a one-off-a preposterous
crusade by a grudge-bearing county sheriff's department to discredit and imprison a nemesis.
(Hence the ad-hominem attacks the show has inspired. (2016).
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This notion that the investigators or police are the antagonist could also stem from current
issues. It would be difficult to suggest that a majority of the United States’ citizens trust police
officers presently. Usually, the individuals that do are of a certain privilege where they or their
communities have not been targets of police. According to Brenan, the confidence level that the
public have in police decreased by 5 points, making the confidence level below 50% for the first
time in 27 years (2020) This could be explained with events in recent years that led to the distrust
of police increasing with police shootings of minority individuals and social movements, such as
#BlackLivesMatter (Hasisi 2008). They are seen as a foreign body, a us vs them, for certain
communities. As such, documentaries could be highlighting the issues within police departments
as it could increase viewership.
The debate between villainous police and faulty methods are just one of the many ways
certain issues surrounding wrongful conviction are described. Other such examples include
forensics, where specific individuals are depicted as purposely tampering with evidence,
compared to forensic issues that scientists have not corrected. While these examples are
seemingly specific, the primary purpose of stating them are that the framing of such issues
(without all the information) can change how a viewer sees the issue at large.
Another key discussion is that of the effect race/ethnicity have on the probability of being
wrongfully convicted, which is frequently explored within literature. The National Registry of
Exonerations have found that as of October 2016, black exonerees constitute 47% of the 1,900
exonerees, while they only constitute about 13% of the US population (Gross, 2017). That
percentage has increased to almost 51% (National Registry of Exonerations. 2022). In regard to
other ethnicities/races, the National Registry of Exonerations found around 12% of exonerees up
to February 23, 2022 were Hispanic and around 2% of other races/ethnicities (this other category
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combines any race/ethnicity other than black, white or Hispanic) (2022). One might assume that
in a fair/just system, the rates of wrongful conviction of certain defendants would match the rates
of which their race/ethnicity makes up in the US population. As we see, that is not the case,
making inquiry about what systemic issues are taking place for these imbalances to occur.

Methods
The focal research point for this study centered on whether true crime documentaries use
more episodic or thematic frames in their media projected toward viewers. To analyze
documentaries that might be framed in such a manner, I have collected a purposive sample of
documentaries recommended by the Innocence Project.
As stated previously, the Innocence Project is a national organization with chapters in
almost every state, whose primary goal is to help those wrongfully convicted and educate the
public on wrongful conviction. The reasoning for choosing the recommendations of a primary
advocacy group that is fighting against wrongful conviction, is that if they are suggesting
viewership of a certain documentary, then one would suspect that the documentaries would at
least touch on more systemic issues occurring that allow these convictions. The Innocence
Project has released four articles with recommended media that viewers should watch if
interested in wrongful convictions; “Must-See Films and TV Episodes on Wrongful Conviction”
(published 06/21/11), “Must-See Wrongful Conviction Films and TV Shows” (published
10/28/2016), “Recommended Viewing” (published 04/19/2007), and “The Innocence Project’s
Top Recommended Films and Series of 2020” (published 12/24/2020). Out of all the
recommended TV shows, documentaries, docu-series, dramatizations and podcasts, I selected
only documentaries. Docuseries (such as Making a Murderer, which is two seasons long) were
excluded from the study, due to the running time that could skew data from the feature length
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documentaries. Any dramatizations (actor portrayals or fictional films) that might have been
based on true cases were excluded, as were TV shows that only had one episode focusing on a
case. Any documentaries that were based on wrongful convictions outside the United States were
also excluded.
From this sample, I chose 11 eligible documentaries to analyze for the study; David and
Me (2014), The Fear of 13 (2015), After Innocence (2005), Scenes of a Crime (2011), The Trials
of Darryl Hunt (2006), Who Killed Garrett Phillips (2019), Southwest of Salem: The San Antonio
Four (2016), The Central Park Five (2012), Unreal Dream: Michael Morton Story (2013), Thin
Blue Line (1988), Time Simply Passes (2015).
I had two units of analysis: one being each documentary and the other being each
individual defendant that was primarily spoke of in the documentaries. Content analysis was
performed on each documentary in its entirety. Kimberly A. Neuendorf describes content
analysis as the systematic, objective, quantitative analysis of message characteristics, including
both human-coded and computer-aided text analysis (2019). The use of content analysis in this
study is due to the primary research questions regarding messaging depicted in documentaries.
Such characteristics within the documentaries that I extracted were the primary issues leading to
wrongful conviction as they are mentioned within the documentaries themselves. I focused on
if/how in depth do these documentaries speak on issues within interrogations or within forensics.
Are they simply just mentioning issues within the processes/methods that the criminal justice
system utilizes or are they expanding, giving the audience better understanding on the failures or
misuse of these processes/methods? I extracted key themes that were brought up, primary causes
that lead to wrongful conviction and possible discrimination based on race, as well as looking at
the various ‘sides of the story’ that are portrayed.
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The main objective is to see if these documentaries are utilizing episodic or thematic
framing by looking at key variables, indicating the level of information given about wrongful
conviction as a whole, whether extreme cases (or crimes) are depicted, the documentary’s
coverage of one or more cases and the faulty methods utilized in the investigation and trial that
might lead to wrongful conviction. For this research, it is important to note that these
documentaries are not solely being judged as episodic or thematic, but rather on a scale between
the two, as there are characteristics of each framing in all documentaries. Each documentary’s
framing was based on the six variables focusing on thematic framing, with movement towards
more thematic if characteristics (that the variables studied) were present. I performed basic
descriptive analysis of each variable, as well as addressed similarities there might be between
various documentaries, as well as the extent to which thematic framing is utilized.
Other research questions that were addressed in this study are if these documentaries
focus more on wrongfully convicted black individuals than their white counterparts, as well as if
the defendant is the primary person to speak during the film (possibly eliciting a more
sympathetic reaction from the audience).
Before collection of the data from these 11 documentaries, codebook development was
completed by myself. Each code was described in immense detail, along with any selections for
each coding question. In this study, I was the only coder for all 11 documentaries. However, to
test the unconscious bias that I may have, a graduate student was brought in, to complete codes
for two of the documentaries (this equals to about 18.18% of the total data).
A reliability test was performed, where there were only two disagreements out of the total
44 cases. Both disagreements occurred within the primary protagonist variable, which was later
found to be caused by a miscommunication on when to start coding the defendant speaking
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(whether to record from the start or from the point in which the documentary made clear they
were the defendant and/or they were charged with the crime). All other variables had perfect
agreement with a 95.5% agreement for the total of all cases. Refer to the appendix for the exact
codebook and coding instructions.

Hypothesized Findings
In relation to previous studies and literature, I hypothesize that documentaries
recommended by the Innocence Project will take a more episodic approach to how they are
framed for audiences. Whether or not this is an intentional framing technique on the producers’
part (to increase viewers’ emotions toward a more sympathetic gaze and engage viewers more)
could be of interest for future studies. I also am interested in seeing if documentaries show
defendants of one race/ethnicity over another or if there are similar percentages compared to the
National Registry of Exonerations’ data (2022). For the last research question, I believe that
defendants will be a key speaking figure in each of these documentaries, as to gather more
familiarity and therefore, possibly more empathy from viewers.

Results
Defendant(s)/Crime Demographics
In total, there were 25 defendants in the primary cases examined in the 11 documentaries.
All, but one (After Innocence) focused mostly (over 75% of the documentary runtime) on one
case where one to five defendants had been convicted. However, Nick Yarris, who was
wrongfully convicted of murder in 1982, appeared in two documentaries: one focusing solely on
his story (The Fear of 13) and as one of the eight defendants in After Innocence. Due to his
appearance in two documentaries, he was only counted once for the demographic variables.
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Four of the defendants were female, while the other 21 were male. Regarding
race/ethnicity of the defendants, 56% of the defendants from our sample were perceived black,
with 24% perceived white and 20% perceived as Hispanic. This variable had other options for
selection that included Asian, Native American, Middle Eastern/Arab, other and unable to
identify, but there were no cases where these were selected. Referring to Table 1, comparison is
done between my sample and the reported percentage provided by the National Registry of
Exonerations. This sample provided by NRE depicts the race of all those who have been
exonerated in the United States as of 2/23/2022. We see around a 10% difference in between this
sample and the NRE sample of white defendants, around a 6% difference in black defendants
and an 8% difference with Hispanic defendants. The National Registry of Exonerations also had
around 2% of defendants in the “other” category, but there were no defendants within this
research that were labeled as any other race/ethnicity than white, black and Hispanic (2022).
When looking at the demographics of the crimes in which the defendants were convicted
of, all were convicted of murder and/or sexual assault and/or child sex abuse. All four women
and one man in our sample were convicted of child sex abuse, equaling about 20% of our
sample. Murder was the second highest level with 9 of our defendants charged (36%). The crime
that held the highest percentage of our sample was that of sexual assault, leading with 10
convictions (40%). It should be noted that there were cases where an individual was convicted of
more than one of these crimes, leading to overlap between the percentages.
Thematic Framing
One of the first analyses I completed to look at thematic framing was the overall case
mentions. Out of 11 documentaries, seven (63.64% of the sample) only covered their primary
case without mentioning other wrongful conviction cases. Three documentaries mentioned only
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one other case than the primary while the outlier in the group was After Innocence, which
focused on 8 defendants convicted separately for different crimes.
The next key variable that looks at thematic framing, was if the documentaries spoke
about how many wrongful convictions have occurred, either from errors that we see in the
primary case covered or in general. Almost half of the documentaries (6 of the 11) brought up
some type of statistics that focused on this matter. However, the documentaries lack advocacy
information on how audiences can get involved, with 72.72% not having any information
throughout the entirety of the documentary.
The last three variables used to analyze thematic framing are if interrogation methods
and/or forensic methods are explained/criticized in how they lead to miscarriages of justices, as
well as if the exoneration processes are explained. A little less than half of the sample (45.45%)
covered interrogation methods and violations, while 63.63% covered forensic methods. The
exoneration process was also covered in detail in seven of the films.
Primary Protagonists and Speakers
The primary protagonist variable was determined by if the defendant is the main
speaker/narrator, meaning that they speak more than any other one person. From this sample,
only two documentaries did not have the defendant as the primary speaker. The Trials of Darryl
Hunt, a 107 minute documentary, had Darryl Hunt only speaking roughly 6 minutes, about 6% of
the time. Scenes of a Crime focused mostly on interrogation tapes, which were not counted as the
defendant speaking due to the defendant not directing his words to the filmmakers. Out of this
88-minute film, Adrian Thomas (the defendant) only speaks for 2 minutes and 27 seconds. On
the other side of the scale, the documentary The Fear of 13 is solely narrated by Nick Yarris (the
defendant in the case) with no other speakers. Even with the defendants being the primary
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protagonists and speaking more than any other one person, only the Fear of 13 had a defendant
speaking more than 50% of the run time.
Finally, I analyzed the speakers in the documentaries. These are the individuals who
directly speak to the film makers in an interview-like method, to convey their side of the story.
There were 12 binary variables of if certain individuals spoke at all during any portion of the
film. These individuals included any defendant(s), victim(s), family of defendant or victim,
friends of defendant or victim, prosecution, law enforcement, defense attorney(s), forensic
scientists, advocacy groups or jurors.
As expected, the defendant and those connected to them were common voices in the
documentaries (see table 2). Defense attorneys spoke in all, but one film, while prosecutors of
the case only spoke in four films. While friends of the defendant(s) spoke in six films, friends of
the victim(s) did not speak in any. Law enforcement and prosecution spoke in only four
documentaries each, three films having both parties speak. Forensic scientists were also coded as
spoken if they talked directly to the audience/filmmakers, either about the case or forensic
methods in general, to which I found only four documentaries had forensic scientists speak.

Discussion:
Demographics
Demographics of the defendants show most are male, which concur with the previous
data that shows males seem to be wrongfully convicted and/or exonerated more than their female
counterparts (Jackson & Gross 2014). However, there still were inclusion of female exonerees in
Southwest of Salem: The San Antonio Four, which not only gives the audiences an understanding
that wrongful conviction is not a male-only problem, but speaks on the types of crimes that
women are usually wrongfully convicted and their own struggles throughout the criminal justice
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system. Southwest of Salem: The San Antonio Four also highlights discrimination against the
LGBTQ community, with commentary on how the four women’s sexuality added to the public
outrage at the time of trial.
In comparison to exoneration statistics, rate of which white and black defendants are
shown in these films somewhat correlates to the actual rate of white and black exonerations (see
Table 1). Black defendants make up over half of the sample of defendants in this research, which
is not surprising considering that there are almost twice as many black citizens being wrongfully
convicted than white defendants, in the United States. Therefore, there are more stories for the
filmmakers to choose from, but it is interesting to see how the discussion of racism is brought
forward in many of these films that focus on black defendant(s).
A common argument on why wrongful conviction occurs so highly in black populations
is that racism has been embedded within the criminal justice system itself. This argument is a
common theme in many of the documentaries that had a black defendant, especially in Time
Simply Passes, The Central Park Five, and Fight for Justice: David and Me. With filmmakers
bringing up the topic of race and institutionalized racism, we see a thematic frame, one that
shows a primary reason for wrongful conviction that goes beyond one case.
Looking at the demographics of the crimes that defendants were charged with, all fit
under the violent crime category. The crimes covered within these documentaries included,
murder, sexual assault, and child sex abuse with minor crimes added as addition charges. While
it is not surprising that documentaries focused on stories with violent crimes to interest
audiences, drug crimes tend to also contribute immensely to the wrongful conviction rates,
according to the National Registry of Exonerations’ “Exonerations Total by Year” (2022). These
convictions for drug crimes did not constitute one of the cases covered, but still are necessary in
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the discussion of wrongful convictions as well as the amount of plea deals innocents take which
are not included in exoneration rates. While most of the defendants were exonerated, there were
those who were not at the time of filming (one example being Adrian Thomas in Scenes of a
Crime).
There is also a lot of inclusions of police or official misconduct within these
documentaries that could point the media is using more cases with outrageous circumstances.
Such examples we saw of these were within The Central Park Five and Fight for Justice: David
and Me where detectives got physical with the boys as well as were intimidation during false
confessions or within Time Simply Passes, where evidence was withheld for years until someone
leaked the evidence before it was thrown out. Inclusions of such examples could help induce
outrage, but there is also the worry that it will create a belief that wrongful conviction only
occurs when such extremes occur and that these extremes do not occur often.
Thematic Framing
When looking at the episodic and thematic framing, the assumed goal is to find the
middle ground between the two (refer to Image 1). While trying to get the public to possibly start
advocating or learning more about wrongful conviction, the filmmakers are set to the task of
educating, providing resources, but also to maintain an audience. If the film sides too
thematically, the audience won’t emotionally connect. Just as journalists use a single family’s
struggles to show what multiple families are experiencing, this method is to try and create
sympathy or empathy for the individual on screen, to enact the public to do or learn more to help
the situation. If a documentary starts putting out statistic after statistic, the audience might
disconnect. The filmmakers must bring in those individual stories, so audiences don’t feel like
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these problems are someone else’s to deal with and use human emotion to get audiences upset or
angry about what they are seeing occur.
However, if a documentary leans too much toward the episodic framing (focusing on one
story without any other information given about wrongful conviction as a whole), the audiences
might view it as a once in a million chance, rather someone got unlucky than that there are issues
within the system that need corrected. The goal of this study was to analyze certain variables that
might indicate that a film has a more thematic framing.
With 63.64% of the sample not mentioning another case by name than the primary case
covered, one could argue that this leads to more episodic framing, as they are not showing how
cases can be connected or similar issues within cases. However, a little over half the
documentaries did inform audiences on the amount of wrongful conviction cases that occur or
showed other forms of statistics based on wrongful conviction, which is more thematic framing
in these documentaries by pushing the audience to look past just the initial case study.
While there is this push to look past the initial case, audiences are left without any
resources on getting involved, with most of the documentaries not providing any advocacy
information throughout the film. This could be seen as not necessarily a push back to episodic
framing, but it could be of interest on how this affects the advocacy outcome that the Innocence
Project might be trying to seek when recommending these films. This, however, cannot be
judged from the research provided here and would be recommended for future studies.
The last three variables that were created to focus on thematic framing, were that of
interrogation methods, forensic methods and exoneration processes. As mentioned earlier,
looking into if interrogation and/or forensic methods/violations, allows us to test if the film
pushes past just depicting this as a one case mistake or the fault of some bad apples. Inclusion of
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these conversations shows the larger systemic issues that are occurring time and time again.
Interrogation methods were explained/criticized in about 45% of the sample, with high emphasis
in documentaries such as The Central Park Five and Scenes of a Crime, where violations of
rights and forced confessions occurred. Scenes of a Crime also explicitly brings up the Reid
technique and its continued faults that led to disastrous consequences.
The sample had more instances of faulty/misused forensics being brought to the
audiences’ attention, with a detailed overview of how forensics can be misinterpreted as seen in
Southwest of Salem: The San Antonio Four. This film showed an instance where sexual assault
was said to have occurred due to a forensic examination, when a crime did not in actually occur.
As much as DNA has helped clear innocent people of crimes, this example shows how faulty
forensics have also led to a series of convictions that put innocents in prison. The explanation of
how that occurs could lead audiences toward a more critical view of the science and allow them
to look past a singular case, thus looking in a more thematic view.
After Innocence could be seen as the documentary with the most thematic framing, due to
its focus on eight defendants and their stories rather than just one, as well as the in-depth analysis
it gives on forensic methods, the exoneration process and wrongful conviction
information/statistics. It’s noteworthy that this documentary has audiences follow the defendants
in their everyday lives and how their wrongful convictions affected them, creating an avenue for
audiences to connect and sympathize with the defendants.
Other documentaries such as Who Killed Garrett Phillips? and Fight for Justice: David
and Me could be seen as more thematic due to the mention of other cases by name rather than
solely focusing on one case. Who Killed Garrett Phillips is essentially a step-by-step view of
how a wrongful conviction could occur. The film not only speaks to the defendant and their
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allies, but to the prosecution to learn why they acted in the way that they did. By adding this, the
audience can see the justification of the state and law enforcement but are shown and educated
on how these justifications/methods can lead to someone being falsely convicted.
Scenes of the defendant with his family and discussing how this case not only had him
mourning a child he knew, but also fighting for his survival, offers that sympathetic view to pull
audiences in and connect. Again, humanizing the defendant and form the connection audiences
need to have an emotional pull. There was not one documentary that did not at least cover two of
the thematic variables, meaning none of them demonstrated a purely episodic frame.
Primary Protagonist
The primary protagonist variable was to analyze how the defendant’s role in the
documentary is depicted to the viewer. It is a common assumption that these documentaries
would make the defendant the center, trying to convince the audience of their innocence and gain
sympathy for their plight. While we cannot infer audience views within this study, looking at
how long the defendant speaks, especially if it is more than any other one person, can play a key
role in shaping this as discussed in Stratton (2013). In all documentaries, but two (Scenes of a
Crime and The Trials of Darryl Hunt), the defendants are clearly the primary protagonist. Not
only are these individuals speaking more than any other one person, but their lives are explored
past conviction. The audience are brought along to see Anna Vasquez (one of the San Antonio
Four) protest for the other three women, as well as Oral “Nick” Hillary (Who Killed Garrett
Phillips’ defendant) raising his family during the time of the trial. These depictions into the lives
of the defendants creates a humanizing element that could lead audiences to sympathize and
want to learn more/get involved in correcting wrongful convictions.
Speakers
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Primary reasoning for looking at the speakers in the documentary was to see if all ‘sides’
of the case were being covered. One criticism that could be placed on wrongful conviction
documentaries are that they can make a miscarriage of justice seem as if it happens once in a
thousand cases. It can also make certain individuals out as “villainous” rather than looking at
systemic issues. By looking at the speakers, we see what voices emerge. Examining these voices
and their narratives can create a starting point for future studies in the abundance or lack of case
clarity/explanation.
It was expected to see that defendants would speak more than the victims as it was
hypothesized more heinous crimes would be covered and the victim would be unable to speak (
whether they were murdered or traumatized by the events). Defendants’ friends/family spoke
much more than the victims’, again possibly being explained by the victims’ family not wanting
to relive trauma and/or wanting to cooperate with a film trying to prove their family/friend’s
assaulter is innocent.
This unwillingness to consider a mistake has been made, could also be a reason why law
enforcement and prosecution of the cases were not seen in most of the films. However, it is
important to note that in some documentaries such as Who Killed Garrett Phillips, Scenes of a
Crime and the Central Park Five, all three had a focus on official misconduct. The narrative can
be seen by audiences that these officials are a few ‘bad apples’ in the batch of criminal justice
agents. While having these parties speak in the films might not necessarily change the depiction
audiences get, it could help explain why these agents acted in the way that they did and show
fundamental issues within the system, such as interrogation methods and/or loopholes for
evidence withholding.
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Limitations
The primary limitation of this study is that it does not include all documentaries based on
cases of wrongful imprisonment. While the goal is to see what frames are present in
documentaries that are recommended by an advocacy organization, there could be more
information to be gained from creating a complete list of documentaries of wrongful convictions
in the United States and analyzing this population.
Another limitation to this study is that no interpretation or inference on how the public
perceives these films can be concluded from this study. While hypotheses can be made based on
past research, a framing effects study would be necessary to draw such conclusions.
These films were found for this study mostly through streaming networks such as AMC+,
Amazon Prime, and AppleTV. However, it is important to note that most had to be purchased
and/or were only available to rent. For future studies that might be interested in the public
perceptions from such films or the outreach for advocacy to be gained, the inability to easily
stream or access the documentaries could affect possible audience participation. By this, I simply
am stating that certain audiences who are not passionate about wrongful conviction might not be
willing to find a way to access these documentaries or might not even know they exist.

Conclusion
This study found that most of these documentaries do focus on more heinous crimes as
suspected, with almost all cases focusing on sexual assault and/or murder. The demographics of
the defendants matched closely to what we see within the National Registry of Exonerations
data, with most being male and matching within 10% regarding racial categories. As for
thematic and episodic framing, we have a somewhat balance between the two, with no
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documentary solely being thematic or episodic in relation to the variables we chose. Over half
our sample mentioned more than one case and a little less than half discussing interrogation or
forensic methods that can lead to wrongful conviction. However, hardly any of the
documentaries gave audiences resources by name, to further their advocacy.
Defendants were primary speakers in most of our documentaries and their narratives were
the key one explored throughout. We did see more of the defendants’ support (defense attorneys,
family, friends, etc.) speak in the documentaries than we did for law enforcement and the victims
(including victims’ friends or family).
Further documentaries and/or docu-series (which explore cases in a greater depth) should
be studied to analyze the various thematic and episodic framing, including documentaries that
are not necessarily recommended by an advocacy organization. In addition, conducting possible
participant studies to gather audience reactions to these films could provide a better
understanding in how effectively the films work as an advocate obtainer.
With constant changes in entertainment platforms, research in media and consumption of
entertainment continue to grow in importance. The strive to understand how the influx of
information to the average citizen can cause an outrage towards a system seemingly portrayed as
trustable, remains just as critical for both researchers and advocates alike.
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APPENDIX
Codebook
Unit of Data Collection: Each documentary recommended on the four selected Innocence
Project’s Recommended media will be analyzed. No docu-series or television episode will be
analyzed. Documentaries that are focused on wrongful convictions outside the United States will
also be excluded. Each documentary will be its own unit of analysis.
Documentary Title: Enter documentary’s given title as shown exactly.
Coder: Please enter coder ID. ID code is based on first initial of both first and last name.
AV
LO
Unique ID: Each Documentary will receive its own unit code starting from 1 and going upwards
until all are coded.
1: After Innocence
2: An Unreal Dream: Michael Morton Story
3: Scenes of a Crime
4: Who Killed Garrett Phillips
5: Fight for Justice: David and Me
6:The Trials of Darryl Hunt
7: Southwest of Salem: The San Antonio Four
8: The Thin Blue Line Amazon
9: The Central Park Five
10: Time Simply Passes
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11: The Fear of 13 Netflix
12: Murder on a Sunday Morning
Date: Please fill in date that coding form was completed in following format: mm/dd/yy
Run-Time: enter the runtime of the documentary as a whole including opening and closing
credits. Enter total time the documentary runs in minute conversion. EXAMPLE: 102 minutes
Year: Enter year documentary was released as displayed on case or given by streaming network.
If case is unavailable, please refer to time listed on IMDB.
Advocacy Information: If and when the documentary mentions ways that the viewers can
further advocacy.
1: At beginning of documentary before opening credits
2: At the end of documentary before credits
3. At the end of documentary after credits
4: Any other instance
5: No Information Given during any part of the documentary
Case Amount: Specify how many cases are covered in each documentary in its entirety in a
numeric scale. This can be a mention of a case or a full overview. The case must be given by
name (EX: When watching the documentary on the West Memphis Three and the narrator
mentions the Central Park Five or any defendants by name from the central park five, we would
count this as 2).
Interrogation Methods: If the documentary/or persons within the documentary covers methods
in which police officers are taught to interrogate suspects, please indicate yes.
0. No
1. Yes
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Forensic Methods: If the documentary or persons within the documentary covers methods in
which forensic science works or how it can be faulty, please indicate yes.
0. No
1. Yes
Exoneration Processes: If the documentary or persons within the documentary explain how
exoneration is handled through the courts, please indicate yes.
0. No
1. Yes
WC Information: Information about how often wrongful convictions occur or statistics on the
amount of individuals that could be wrongfully convicted.
0. No
1.Yes
Defendant’s Perceived Race: Enter the number corresponding with the apparent racial
identification of the defendant
1: White
2: Black
3: Asian
4: Native American
5: Arab, Middle-Eastern
6: Hispanic
7: Other
8: Unable to Identify
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Crime Committed: Indicate the crime(s) that are mentioned in the documentary that the
defendant is said to have committed
1. Murder
2. Drug Possession
3. Sexual Assault
4. Robbery
5. Attempted Murder
6. Arson
7. Child Sex Abuse
8. Kidnapping
9. Burglary
Explanation of WC: Indicate all reasons brought forth in the documentary for why the
defendant(s) were wrongfully convicted.
1. False Confession/ Perjury
2. False/misleading Forensic evidence
3. Inadequate Defense
4. Jailhouse informant
5. Mistaken Eyewitnesses
6. No crime actually committed
7. Official Misconduct
8. Witness Tampering
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If multiple defendants are involved in the case on which the documentary focuses, refer to Sheet
2 in the excel. DO NOT fill out the defendant perceived race variable, Crime Committed,
Explanation of WC on sheet 1 if there are multiple defendants. You will fill out the rest of the
variables on Sheet 1 no matter how many defendants are presented.

How to fill out Sheet 2:
Sheet 2 will have row 1 of the excel listed as defendant #1, defendant #2, defendant #3,
and so on. Row 2 will be used for the names of the defendants. These names should be in
alphabetical order by last name, starting under Defendant #1 column.
(ex: See Table below)
Defendant Number

Defendant #1

Defendant #2

Defendant Name

William Baker

Ben Christopher

The next variable on Sheet 2 will be the perceived race of each of the defendants. Please
refer to codes used on Sheet 1’s perceived race variable.
(ex: See Table)
Defendant Number

Defendant #1

Defendant #2

Defendant Name

William Baker

Ben Christopher

Defendant Perceived Race

1

2

Crime Committed is the third variable on Sheet 2. This will be filled out for each
defendant involved in the case/cases in which the documentary focuses primarily on. The coding
will be the same as the above coding for Crime committed on Sheet 1.
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(ex: See table below)
Defendant Number

Defendant #1

Defendant #2

Defendant Name

William Baker

Ben Christopher

Defendant Perceived Race

1

2

Crime Committed

1

1

The last variable to be coded on Sheet 2 is the Explanation for wrongful conviction variable.
This will follow the same coding instructions as the Explanation for WC variable on Sheet 1.
(ex: See table below)
Defendant Number

Defendant #1

Defendant #2

Defendant Name

William Baker

Ben Christopher

Defendant Perceived Race

1

2

Crime Committed

1

1

Explanation of WC

1,5

8

These are the only variables (Defendant Number, Defendant Perceived Race, Crime
committed and Explanation of Wrongful Conviction) to be filled out on Sheet 2. All other
variables for the documentary will be filled out in Sheet 1.

Primary Protagonist: Please indicate if the defendant is the primary narrator or speaker
throughout the documentary (indicate yes if they are speaking more than any other person(s).
0. No
1. Yes
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Who Speaks: Indicate if any of the following speak during any part of the documentary. They
must be speaking to the film makers. Speaking in a recorded court session will not count or
interrogation are examples where you should not count these individuals as speaking (labeling 1
for yes and 0 for no).
Defendant
Victim
Defendant’s family
Victim’s family
Defendant’s friends
Victim’s friends
Prosecution
Law enforcement
Defense Attorneys
Forensic Scientist
Advocacy Group
Jurors
Run-Time: List each set of when either the defendant speaks in the documentary (time should
be listed as hour: minute ex: 0:45 in the start column and 0:52 in the finish if they started
speaking 45 minutes into the documentary and stopped speaking at 0:52 minutes finish if they
started speaking 45 minutes into the documentary and stopped speaking at 0:52 minutes
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TABLES & IMAGES
Table 1: Perceived Race of Defendants in IP Recommended Documentaries
Race

n

Percentage

White

6

24.00%

1038

34.70%

Black

14

56.00%

1514

50.62%

Hispanic

5

20.00%

363

12.14%

Other

.

.

69

2.31%

Unable to
Identify

.

.

.

.

25

100%

2991

100%

Total

n Given by
NRE

Percentage Given by
NRE

*Percentage and n given by NRE refers to data gathered and presented by the National Registry of Exonerations, a project of the
Newkirk Center for Science & Society at University of California Irvine, the University of Michigan Law School and Michigan
State University College of Law. The population total for this sample was 2,991 as of 2/23/2022. The graph can be found at
https://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/ExonerationsRaceByCrime.aspx . In our codebook, there were additional
options for perceived race, including Asian, Native American & Arab/Middle Eastern, but there were no defendants in our
analyses that fit into these categories. Due to this and the NRE categorizing these races/ethnicities in their “other”, we condensed
the variable list where those that might be perceived as one of these races/ethnicities were labeled in the “other” option. The
sample total was 25 defendants. The percentage refers to the percentage of n from this total.
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Table 2: Individuals who Speak Directly in Wrongful Conviction Case Documentaries
Who
Killed
Garrett
Phillips?

Scenes
of a
Crime

The
Fear
of 13

The
Trials of
Darryl
Hunt

After
Innocence

✓

✓

Fight for
Justice:
David
and me

The
Central
Park
Five

Unreal
Dream:
Michael
Morton
Story

✓

✓

Southwest
of Salem:
The San Thin Time
Antonio Blue Simply
Four
Line Passes

Who Speaks
✓

Defendant(s)

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Victim(s)

Family of
Defendant(s)

✓

Family of
Victim(s)

✓

Friends of
Defendant(s)

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Friends of
Victim(s)

✓

Prosecution

✓

Law
Enforcement

✓

✓

Defense
Attorney(s)

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Jurors

Advocacy
Group

✓

Forensic
Scientist

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓
✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Note: The variables used to create this graph are binary, coded 1 if any individual that fit the criteria of the persons or group
spoke directly to documentary film makers at any point during the film. Check marks indicate that one or more persons in this
group did speak. These speaking instances do not include any past video of trials, interrogations and or news coverage.
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Image 1: Episodic & Thematic Framing Goal

Thematic

Episodic
One case
Goal

Wrongful
Conviction
as a whole

